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The Philip Morris External Research Program; Fig Leaf Optional 

Phillip Gardiner 


heriewly created Philip Morris External 
Research Program (PMERP) is nothing 
more than a not too thinly veiled front for 
promoting the interests 
of Philip Morris (PM) 
in particular and the to-; 
bacco industry gener-| 
ally. PMERP is tire lat¬ 
est incarnation of the 
Center for Indoor Air 
Rese arch J (CIAR), 
was explicitly 
set-up to cloud the is- 
i sues surrounding the 
harmful nature ofenvi- 
' ronmental tobacco 
smoke (ETS). "> The 
bottom Line is that 
PMERP seeks to sur¬ 
round itself with the 
best possible scientists 
to give the public ap¬ 
pearance of scientific 
and corporate respon¬ 
sibility, 

-Morris 1 of its fig leaf, 
^ first I wii] examine the 
actual goals of the 
PMERP, next, examine 
use of good scientists 
for bad purposes, thirdly, locate the cre¬ 
ation of the PMERP in the broader post- 
Master Settlement Agreement (MSA) of¬ 
fensive on the part of the tobacco industiy 
and lastly suggest how scientists and 
funders can get involved in exposing and 
isolating Philip Morris. 

PMERP: For Health or for Death? 

“The Purpose of the Philip Morris External 
Research Program is to support the high¬ 
est quality research that contributes to our 
fundamental scientific knowledge, helps 
address the concerns of the public health 
community regarding cigarette smoking, 
and enables Phillip Morris to continue its 
pursuit of product modification(s) or new 
product design(s) that might reduce the 
health risk of smoking.”' 25 

It is somewhat incredible to think that 
PM is concerned with the “highest quality 



jthat .. helps address the concerns of the 
public health community.” PM and the to¬ 
bacco industry generally have spent their 
entire corporate lives denying, deflecting 
and obfuscating the deadly truth about 
their product. Philip Morris has spent years 
attacking the public health community, so 
for them to turn around in 2000 and state 
that they are concerned with helping to 
address this community’s concerns is not 
entirely believable. It must be borne in mind 
that, at the same time that the call for tire 
PMERP appeared, PM was leading the fight 
to block any and all regulatoty efforts that 
would force the tobacco industry to iden¬ 
tify and disclose ail constituents, chemi¬ 
cals and ingredients that are contained in 
the various brands of cigarettes. PM’s 
successful blocking of the State of Massa¬ 
chusetts law that required disclosure of in¬ 
gredients in cigarettes belies their 
tewfound interest in the nation’s health, 
f' The supposed public health concerns 
lat PMERP so boldly trumpets in its stated 
;oals are severely circumscribed when its 
parent and the other tobacco companies 
will not even provide the basic information 
regarding the contents of its products for 
scientific analysis. 

Moreover, Philip Morris has gone out 
of its way to hinder research that seeks to 
document the availability of tobacco to 
minors. The tobacco industry has spon¬ 
sored legislation in several states making it 
illegal to conduct test purchases for re¬ 
search purposes (Mississippi House Bill 
No. 1268, South Dakota Senate Bill 189 as 
amended, and Official Code of Georgia, 
Climes and Offenses, Article 7,16-12-175), 
(4 ' How is it possible that PMERP is con¬ 
cerned with “the highest quality resear< 
that contributes to our fundamental scien¬ 
tific knowledge” when its parent (PM) q 
pro-actively blocking tobacco use researcl 
among youth? Is PMERP really fit to con-1 
duct a research program when its benefac¬ 
tor, Philip Morris, has been and remains 
the main impediment to tobacco-related 
disease and tobacco use research? 

It is true that some peer-reviewed re¬ 
search funded by the CIAR was helpful in 


establishing the case that ETS is a seri¬ 
ously harmful and deadly pollutant.''’ 1 On 
the other hand, much of the research spon¬ 
sored by the CIAR came under the fund¬ 
ing of “special projects.” It seems highly 
likely, given the notorious history of to¬ 
bacco industry funded research that 
PMERP will continue the “special projects” 
mechanism (read nOn-peer-reviewed), like 
its predecessor the CIAR. These “special 
projects” were the darlings of the tobacco 
executives. Tobacco industry documents 
clearly show that their role was to obfus¬ 
cate issues surrounding the harmful effects 
of ETS and ultimately be used as a blunt 
instrument in Philip Morris’ fight with the 
tobacco control movement.' 65 

But probably the most disturbing as¬ 
pect of PMERP’s goals is not so much of 
what is said, but of what is not said. There 
is not one word about tobacco use being 
the number one preventable killer of hu¬ 
man beings around the world. No mention 
that tobacco use is responsible for more 
than 400,000 deaths per year alone in the 
United States, m Researchers should ques¬ 
tion whether tHe goal of the PMERP to im¬ 
prove the public’s health, or whether the 
goal of this program to advance the eco¬ 
nomic, political and scientific interests of 
Phillip Morris, the premier cigarette pro- 

ducer on the planet. _ 

JackHeruiingfidd, in a ratsonal cor¬ 
respondence, summed up the PMERP this 
way: “Can Mreaningfiipresearch program 
to reduce the fenowfrfiealth damage of to¬ 
bacco be copcefyed without acknowledg¬ 
ing tfurHobaceo causes dependence, dis¬ 
ease and death?”' 85 

scientific Legitimacy and Cover, 
PMERP’s Real Goal 

The principal reason for the establishment 
of the PMERP is for Philip Morris to gain 
scientific legitimacy that serves as a cover 
for their continued marketing and selling 
of disease and death around the planet^ 
'As an appendix to PMERP’s call for appli¬ 
cations, there are of over 100 scientists 
listed as potential peer-reviewers. Many 


See “Fig Leaf’page 9 
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Exclusionary Policies: Simplistic Approaches to Complex Issues? 

Jeffrey Cheek 


At first glance, it seems prudent for TRDRP 
to avoid all appearances of any association 
with individuals and/or institutions receiv¬ 
ing funding from the tobacco industry. 
However, a fundamental principle for any 
research program is to ensure that the sci¬ 
ence it supports is both rigorous and im¬ 
partial. TRDRP should indeed seek to mini¬ 
mize the risk of conflicts of interest between 
its researchers and the tobacco industry - 
and do so in a fair, unbiased manner so that 
the Program remains beyond reproach. Un¬ 
fortunately, implementation of the policy 
recommended to TRDRP by the California 
Tobacco Education and Research Oversight 
Committee (TEROC) would fall short of 
these goals, as the recommended policy is 
not comprehensive and could promote dis¬ 
trust between health effects researchers and 
tobacco control professionals. 

If TRDRP were to adopt a policy re- 
strictingeligibility for funding, whatare the 
consequences for the Program or its stake¬ 
holders? The following details several con¬ 
cerns with the recommended policy and 
seeks to redress those issues that are ex¬ 
cessively punitive and/or discriminatory. 

A rose by any other name - it’s still 
money from the tobacco industry 

There are always potential conflicts of in¬ 
terest when any industry funnels money 
towards research focused on its commer¬ 
cial products. The examgle of pharmaceuti¬ 
cal industry fund ing that either discourag es 
~or pre vents publication of negative data il¬ 
l ustrates just one of many concerns regard ¬ 
ing c ommercial support of public health re- 
searchj", also see Policies and Positions 
of Other Organizations on the Controversy 
in this newsletter). However, given the 
broad implications of industry funding and 
the influence it may buy the tobacco com¬ 
panies, a major limitation of the policy rec¬ 
ommended to TRDRP is the sole focus on 
researchers who receive funding from the 
Phillip Morris External Research Program 
(PMERP). Essentially, this policy would 
target a select group of researchers with 
expertise in either pulmonary health effects 


of indoor air pollutants or environmental 
engineering/indoor air quality specialists. 
On the other hand, other individuals or 
entities receiving other (and often more 
controversial) support from the tobacco 
industry would be exempt from this ban. 
For example, there are TRDRP investiga¬ 
tors who have served as expert witnesses 
for the tobacco industry; certainly this con¬ 
stitutes a direct (and potentially far more 
insidious) conflict of interest. 

The rationale behind the limits of the 
recommended policy is that, by focusing 
on researchers directly supported by 
Phillip Morris (i.e. PMERP), TRDRP would 
not have to address the more subtle issues 
of secondary or privately arranged finan¬ 
cial ties between the tobacco industry and 
TRDRP awardees. However, this spotlight 
on PMERP contrasts with the model for 
the proposed ban (i.e. the policy imposed 
by the California Tobacco Control Section 
(TCS) on its applicants), which specifies a 
far broader set of guidelines that discour¬ 
ages, for example, community-based orga¬ 
nizations from accepting any form of sup¬ 
port from the tobacco companies or their 
subsidiaries. Conversely, if TRDRP 
adopted the recommended policy, those 
receiving tobacco industry money from 
sources other than PMERP would be ex¬ 
empt from restrictions on TRDRP funding. 
At best, the proposed ban discriminates 
against health effects researchers and in¬ 
door air quality specialists; at worst, by 
casting suspicion on the validity of 
PMERP-sponsored research without prov¬ 
ing it invalid, it is both unscientific and anti¬ 
democratic. It follows that an effective 
strategy to counter “influence peddling” 
by the tobacco industry must necessarily 
be comprehensive, particularly in recogni¬ 
tion of past strategies employed by the 
industry’s multiple fronts. 

Get over it - public health has ben¬ 
efited from some industry-sup¬ 
ported research 

As noted in previous articles in this news¬ 
letter, research on the health effects of to¬ 


bacco use (and particularly on secondhand 
smoke) have had an authoritative influence 
on public opinion and 
legislative and judicial 
action. What is easily 
overlooked is that such 
research has neither tra¬ 
ditionally been, nor cur¬ 
rently is, well funded by 
federal agencies. Over 
the last ten years, rela¬ 
tively few sources (in¬ 
cluding TRDRP and, 
yes, Phillip Morris via 
the CIAR) have pro¬ 
vided funding for inde¬ 
pendent, peer-reviewed 
research on the health 
effects of exposure to 
secondhand smoke. A 
review of the studies 
cited in the California 
EPA report on this topic 
demonstrates that some 
of these projects re¬ 
ceived funding from 
CLAR/ 21 The point here 
is not to justify the con¬ 
tinued use of industry- 
sponsored funding as provided through 
PMERP. Indeed, the industry has shown 
that nothing comes free, viz., Phillip Morris 
used CIAR as a mechanism to collapse their 
non-peer reviewed research projects - de¬ 
signed to challenge and contradict studies 
demonstrating any risks of exposure to sec¬ 
ondhand smoke - with peer-reviewed stud¬ 
ies conducted by reputable scientists fo¬ 
cused on tobacco’s health effects. Never¬ 
theless, some of the health effects studies 
providing evidence in support of regula¬ 
tions that restrict public exposure to sec¬ 
ondhand smoke did receive support from 
the industry. 

There is also a discrepancy inTEROC’s 
recommendation to TRDRP, as the com¬ 
mittee has specified that TRDRP should 
prospectively focus on future PMERP 
grantees, but also should utilize the TCS 
policy as a model. However, the policy 

See “ Exclusionary” page 8 
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Fox 

Continued from page 3 

Too Bad It Is Not The End - A 
Leopard Can Not Change Its Spots 

For the year 2000, after almost 50 years of 
tobacco industry’s fronts (TIRC/CTR, 
ICIAR, and CIAR) created to carry out a 
very successful strategic public relations 
campaign to help Fight its legal and legisla¬ 
tive challenges, Philip Morris has estab¬ 
lished and funded the PMERP, The simi 
larities between the PMERP and its prede¬ 
cessor (CIAR) clearly point to the contin¬ 
ued practice by the tobacco industry in 
abducting die scientific process and dis¬ 
course for its benefit. Given the changes 
in the war on tobacco after the MSA, the 
creation of the PMERP needs to be looked 
at from a broader perspective that includes. 


Fig Leaf 

Continued from page 7 

of the researchers are wel 1 publ ished in their 
respected fields. Additionally, most of 
these scientists are from well-known 
universities and research institutions. 

Harvard, University of California, Univer¬ 
sity of Michigan, John’Hopkins, the US 
EPA, Brookhaven National Laboratory and 
the NIH along with many others has em¬ 
ployees participating in this endeavor- 1 ” 
Printing the scientists with the names of 
their institutions is done to give the illu¬ 
sion that tire tobacco industry is involved 
in meaningful scientific collaboration. 

While the before-mentioned institu¬ 
tions and many of the identified scientists 
don’t subscribe to the intentions and/or 
views of the PMERP and the tobacco in¬ 
dustry, Still their association (however un¬ 
intentional) lends credibility to these 
industry’s endeavors. The tobacco indus¬ 
try says ‘see, we have many of the leading 
members in the scientific communities work¬ 
ing with us, we can not be all that bad’. 
The problem with this line of argumenta¬ 
tion is that while PMERP is portraying it¬ 
self as an equal partner in the pursuit of 
science, the reality is that the tobacco in¬ 
dustry has historically used scientific re¬ 
search to confuse and distract the public 
from the underlying negative health con¬ 
sequences of their product. While PMERP 
is providing a scientific “photo op” for 
Philip Morris, the tobacco industry con¬ 
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but not limited to, a strategic public rela¬ 
tions campaign with science as its tool ( see 
article on Philip Morris, page 7). In the 
case of PMERP, it is hard to believe that 
Philip Morris has changed its spots. 

References 

1. Saloojee, Y. Sc Dagli, E., 2000. Tobacco 
industry tactics for resisting public policy 
on health. Bulletin of the World Health 
Organization . 78(7), 902. 

2. Bero, L. A., Barnes, D. E„ Hanauer, P„ 
Slade, J., &GIantz, S.A., 1995. Lawyer 
Control of the Tobacco Industry’s 
External Research Program: The Brown 
and Williamson Documents. Journal of 
the American Medical Association . 
274(3), 241-247. 

3. C. Thompson, Memo to Kloepfer, 1968 

18 October (Cipollone Trial Exhibit 2725). 

4. H. Wakeham, Best Program for CTR, 
1970, 8 December (Minnesota Trial 
Exhibit 11,586). 


5. The Roper Organisation, A Study of 
Public Attitudes Towards Cigarette 
Smoking and the Tobacco Industry in 
1978, Vol., 1 1978. ' 

6. Boyce S. Note on a special meeting of 
the UK industry on environmental 
tobacco smoke, London, 17 February 
1988. British American Tobacco (Bates 
No. 2063791193) 

7. Proposal for the Organization of the 

Whitecoat Project. No Date. (Bates No. 
2501474262)’ 

8. Covington and Burling, Memorandum, 
Report on the European Consultancy 
Programme, 1 March, 1990 (Bates No. 
2500048956). 

9. Barnes, D. E. & Bero, L. S., 1996. 
Industry-Funded Research and Conflict of 
Interest: An Analysis of Research 
Sponsored by the Tobacco Industry 
through the Center for Indoor Air 
Research. Journal of Health Politics . 
Policy and Law, 21(3), 515-542. 


tinues to sell products that are addictive, 
lead to serious disease, and in most cases 
cause premature death. Frankly, the fund¬ 
ing of scientific endeavors to tease out the 
deadly processes involved in smoking and 
second hand smoke appears to be the last 
thing on Philip Morris’ mind. 

There are other curious issues sur¬ 
rounding the listing of scientists by 
PMERP. Most funding agencies don’t 
publish their list of reviewers beforehand. 
Unlike the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH), where standing study section par¬ 
ticipants are listed as definite reviewers, 
PMERP list represents only potential re¬ 
viewers at best. Moreover, some the re¬ 
searchers listed have publicly acknowl¬ 
edged that they were never asked if they 
would be peer reviewers. 1 ” Additionally, 
as distinct from the TRDRP, where a list of 
scientists who have actually reviewed the 
applications are posted for public scrutiny 
following each grant cycle, PMERP makes 
no mention of this possibility. The conclu¬ 
sion is inescapable: PMERP is blatantly 
projecting the good image of renowned 
scientists and institutions as a front for it’s 
continued marketing and sales of disease 
and death. 

PMERP: Part of the Post-MSA 
Offensive of the Tobacco Industry 

In the hubbub that has surrounded the 
emergence of tire PMERP, a central tenet 
has been lost. PMERP is but one tactic 


within the general offensive of the Master 
Settlement Agreement (MSA) era to repo¬ 
sition the tobacco industry as a kinder and 
gently, albeit profitable, conveyor of dis¬ 
ease and death. 

The MSA gave $206 billion to the 
States to end most lawsuits against the in¬ 
dustry. With one stroke, the tobacco in¬ 
dustry began to right its corporate ship and 
keep at bay even larger and more damag¬ 
ing lawsuits looming on the horizon. Si¬ 
multaneously, the industry wrapped itself 
in a “new and softer” coat. Unfortunately, 
we have all become much too aware of and 
perhaps nauseated with the “new” socially 
responsible tobacco company: “Working 
to make a difference. The people at Philip 
Morris. ” Through an aggressive $150 mil¬ 
lion dollar year ad campaign 001 , PM and its 
subsidiaries now want us to believe that 
they are the champions of battered women, 
poor African Americans, the homeless, 
flood victims and the shut-in. Italian love 
songs? Give me a break! 

Additionally, the post-MSA Philip 
Morris wants to promote itself as a fighter 
against youth smoking. CARD, the youth 
anti-smoking campaign launched by PM 
and adopted by some retailers to check the 
identificationof teens before selling them 
tobacco products, mainly has served the 
purpose to get Phillip Moms back on tele¬ 
vision. Moreover, industry marketers know 
that saying that your product is restricted 
to adults is a sure-fire way to attract teens. 

See “Fig Leaf" page 10 
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